In our first general issue of Genocide Studies International, we have included a mix of academic articles; a "Research Note" on an important book containing primary documentation of a case of genocide that has not been given the attention it should have; and, in our first "Notes from the Field" installment, an extended interview with a humanitarian aid worker in the midst of ongoing mass violence in the Nuba Mountains area of Sudan. These contents are intended to put into practice GSI's mission of publishing a journal that not only makes new research and analysis on genocide studies and genocide prevention available to readers but also puts on the record and disseminates important primary documents and other forms of policy-relevant information and analysis that can inform the work of scholars, policy makers, and anti-genocide NGO workers and activists. Our vision for this issue and the journal generally is to bridge the gaps separating ivory-tower academics, policy makers, and communities around the world; researchers and practitioners; and theory and practice. The editors of this issue believe that the articles and other material contained herein go some distance toward accomplishing this task.
GSI 8.2 opens with a new article by Hannibal Travis, who is likely well known to many readers for his pioneering work that has reshaped genocide studies' approach to the genocidal process of the late Ottoman Empire and its transition into the Republic of Turkey. In his latest work, Travis brings his international law expertise to bear on a crucial problem concerning the application of the UN Genocide Convention to different cases of mass violence. Travis strongly challenges the liberal legal notion that international law and international organizations function in neutral ways to prevent, condemn, and punish genocide and other atrocities. Rather than seeing international human rights and criminal laws as acting indifferently to govern all states' behaviors in the same way across time and place, Travis identifies patterns of what appear to be "purposeful actions" (to borrow Helen Fein's well-known phrase) in which groups of states differentially apply the laws on genocide based on biased attitudes and beliefs. States responsible for genocide and other atrocities are more likely to be identified as such by individual states and member states of international organizations if those pointing the finger do not share a common sectarian identity such as ethnicity, race, or religion, while wrongdoers within the family, so to speak, are not similarly condemned or confronted. Travis's article thus reinforces the position of critical legal scholars, which is that the real-world functioning of the law is a reflection of social relationships and identities in society rather than a neutral arbiter between equal parties to a dispute. Here, Travis also goes further than the New Haven School and its realist-inspired suggestion that international law is merely a tool used by powerful states to get what they want, and, in the case of lack of genocide prevention, to ignore instances of gross human rights abuses so long as one's own national security and interests are not at risk. For Travis, the situation is much worse: genocide is at times ignored when the perpetrator lies within a state's own ethnic, racial, or religious community of nations while states that belong to different sectarian communities and with which the accuser maintains hostile relations can be unjustly condemned for having committed the crime of crimes.
The issue's second article provides something of an illustration of Travis's concerns. Using extensive primary research, Adam Hughes Henry painstakingly demonstrates how the coordinated propaganda efforts of external actors via their own national and global news media directly and indirectly shape the narratives and perceptions of identity surrounding the targets of genocide and mass violence of a third-party perpetrator regime. Henry's article gets at a number of key issues, including the fact that the role of powerful Western states in genocide is not just that of bystander whose indifference and inaction allows genocide to occur unfettered in far-off lands; instead, Henry's article shows us that in the Indonesian case, two global powers, the United States and the United Kingdom, and one regional power, Australia, consciously chose as a matter of Cold War foreign policy to work together and with the Suharto regime to construct an ideologically driven image of the deposed Sukarno government and his Partai Komunis Indonesia (PKI, Indonesian Communist Party) in order to fashion the ideational underpinnings of the genocide of 1965. Further, and perhaps even more disturbingly, Henry documents the way in which the foreign offices and intelligence agencies in all three countries colluded with their public broadcasters and media to devise and disseminate anti-PKI propaganda. Henry's piece confirms that control of information-or, more accurately in this case, the use of propaganda disguised as journalism-is power exercised by external actors and genocidal regimes alike to realize their respective policy goals through the deliberate destruction of multitudes of people.
From this cautionary tale of manipulated domestic and international deliberation and discourse, the issue moves to an article considering a similar context but where a state was engaged in sustained political deliberations regarding its international humanitarian responsibilities in an effort to affect international policy in the first years of international engagement with the genocide in the Darfur area of Sudan. The well-exposed failures of the international community regarding this post-Rwanda case of genocide are likely to be the subjects of scholarly study for some time to come, but the purpose of including this article is more immediate. There is still time for the international community to do something about Darfur as well as mass violence in the Nuba Mountains and Blue Nile regions of Sudan. A timely, scholarly appraisal of one country's political deliberations during the first years of relative non-intervention can help us understand what can be done to change the political calculus both on the domestic fronts of key international players and in the European Union and United Nations.
Fred Grünfeld and Wessel Vermeulen re-examine the international reaction to the armed conflict and genocide in Sudan's Darfur region during the early 2000s from the perspective of the Netherlands. Rather than rehearsing yet again the evident failures of the usual suspects in the international system, such as the United States, the United Kingdom, France, China, and Russia, this article offers a fresh perspective on a wellstudied issue by concentrating on the role played by a small but important state in influencing the European Union's-and, to a lesser extent, the United Nations'-response to the developing crisis in Darfur. At the same time, the authors also seek to understand what dynamics drove Dutch foreign policy-making on the issue. They find that, contrary to the often-heard complaint about "lack of political will," the Dutch response to Darfur was not primarily motivated by domestic political concerns (civil society or the Dutch Parliament) but rather the Netherlands' relationship with and role in the European Union. In an interesting investigation of how the structure and function of international organizations influence state foreign policy-making, Grünfeld and Vermeulen find that the nature of the European Union as an international organization opened the door for the Netherlands to "punch above its weight" as a small power in the international system with respect to the international response to Darfur. The authors also find, however, that this capacity was nonetheless trumped with respect to some of the Netherlands' policy preferences by the capabilities, and thus influence, of other, more powerful states in these very same organizations and in the international system as a whole. International organizations contain within them both opportunities and constraints for middle and small powers in terms of how these individual states and the organizations to which they belong deal with humanitarian crises. By analyzing these dynamics and roles, it is possible to understand ways in which states often marginalized by today's "Great Powers" can work together to change the wholly inadequate response to genocide the "Great Powers" have so far fostered in the international organizations they try to dominate. The international response to genocide is not predestined to replicate the egregious failure chronicled by Henry.
Next year, 2015, will be the 100th anniversary of the start of the Ottoman Turkish Genocide of Minorities, and the next issue of Genocide Studies International will be devoted to it. Yet in 2014 we are already seeing a surge in scholarship on this topic, which has resulted in the fourth and fifth articles in the present issue. The first, by Argentine international relations scholar Khatchik DerGhougassian, looks at the complex place of the Armenian Genocide in contemporary relations between Armenia and Turkey and, in particular, the question of the border that has been closed by Turkey since the early 1990s, when the Republic of Armenia became an independent state. DerGhougassian's focus is on the ways in which different components of the "Armenian people," especially the large Western diaspora and the Armenian republic, engage the border issue and each other in regard to it. Applying a sophisticated theoretical model, DerGhougassian explains how Armenia's foreign policy has emerged from tensions between diasporan and domestic political agendas even as these apparently distinct entities have intertwined in the formation of contemporary Armenian identity. While typical approaches to this and similar cases offer reductive analyses either of external political forces based on imaginary connections to a homeland that in fact are out of step with the needs and realities of the homeland, or see external diasporas simply as foreign policy tools in relation to traditional state agendas, DerGhougassian forges new ground by seeing the Armenian diaspora as both a political and an ethical voice resonating with ethical and political concerns in the Republic of Armenia. His recognition of the ethical dimension in what has emerged as Armenian foreign policy, despite the limitations of political deliberations leading to policy elements, is crucial as Armenians attempt to integrate genuine and legitimate ethical concerns over Turkey's past genocide against Armenians with the realities of the Armenian republic's contemporary geopolitical context. In refusing to set aside these ethical concerns, DerGhougassian provides the beginnings of a new model for the integration of historical human rights issues into international relations. It is our hope that DerGhougassian's insights will be taken up in policy discussions in the Armenian republic and diaspora and will ultimately have a positive effect on relations with Turkey in light of the legacy of the Armenian Genocide.
An unfortunate part of the 100th anniversary of the Ottoman Turkish Genocide of Minorities is a resurgence of denial, driven by Turkish governmental efforts at countering what has in recent years become a consensus among credible scholars and the transformation of the Armenian Genocide from a case in need of scholarly support against denial to a reference case in the field of genocide studies, alongside the Holocaust and the Rwanda Genocide especially. Denial is an ethical and political phenomenon, and as long as there are those who reject basic human rights principles and maintain nefarious political agendas, there will be denials of various genocides, from early Native American examples right through to what is happening in Sudan today. At the same time, there are only so many denialist arguments that can be made, and, to borrow co-editor Herb Hirsch's term, we are now seeing a "recycling" of old denial arguments used against the fact of the Armenian Genocide. One of these is the so-called "provocation thesis" that in fact, Armenians provoked Turkish violence through aggression that led to selfdefense by the Turkish government or, for those deniers trying to avoid full absurdity, civil conflict with Turks that ended badly for both groups-a claim refuted decisively by Robert Melson two decades ago in his landmark Revolution and Genocide. Historian Dikran Kaligian takes up one element of the provocation thesis regarding relations between the Armenian Revolutionary Federation, the leading Armenian political organization in the late Ottoman Empire, and the Young Turks on the eve of the genocide. Using crucial primary sources misrepresented or ignored by deniers, Kaligian develops a compelling response against provocative Armenian action. In doing so, Kaligian also offers a fascinating history of denial focused on this issue, from its first practitioner more than half a century ago to contemporary reiterations. Not only does this expose the recycling of denialist arguments over a long period of time, it also exposes the way in which the same basic misrepresentations and falsifications have shown up again and again.
In addition to scholarly articles in the traditional format, this issue of Genocide Studies International also introduces two new scholarly forms: "Research Notes" and "Notes from the Field." "Notes from the Field" will include what the editors anticipate will be an innovative selection of interviews of and first-person reflections by scholars and practitioners in the field, from places moving toward genocide and in the midst of it, to truth commission hearings and international courtrooms housing trials of perpetrators. Research notes are meant to call attention to newly emerging research trends before they are fully developed and to make available to scholars and policy makers information and analyses that can serve as raw material for research activities and policy deliberations.
GSI's inaugural research note highlights an important source on the Ukrainian Famine that is largely unknown to genocide studies scholars, Black Deeds of the Kremlin: A White Book, published in 1953, which is comprised mostly of survivor testimonies, memoirs, and descriptions of the famine in Ukraine during [1931] [1932] . Black Deeds provided clear eyewitness accounts of the Holodomor. Bohdan Klid offers an account of the structure and content of the book, as well as an analysis of its historiographical evolution from a volume that was either ignored or dismissed as the product of right-wing ideologues to a work that is crucial to documenting the genocidal crimes of the Stalinist Soviet Union in Ukraine, with the intention of assisting scholars interested in engaging this case of genocide, which has long been marginal in the field of genocide studies. The editors believe Klid's introduction to this important historical work and Black Deeds itself will be of special value to scholars without expertise in Ukrainian or Soviet history wishing to integrate the Ukrainian case into their comparative work. Similar to DerGhougassian's article's emphasis on the role of the legacy of the Armenian Genocide in understanding the complexities of contemporary Armenian relations with Turkey, it seems impossible to understand the dynamics that have led to and the political significance of recent events in Ukraine without an understanding of the history of the Soviet genocide that attempted to weaken and destroy Ukrainian national identity.
Our first note from the field brings readers face-to-face with the lived realities of mass violence in Sudan through a searing interview by well-known genocide studies scholar Samuel Totten of Dr. Tom Catena of the Mother of Mercy Hospital in Gidel, in the Nuba Mountains region of Sudan. The content of the interview itself, as well as Totten's decision as a scholar to conduct the interview and to generously share it with GSI, is a conscious attempt not just to carry out an interview for research purposes, as many scholars do, but to illustrate that current interviews like this one with real-world practitioners of genocide prevention-or, in this case, genocide mitigation-is a critical task in and of itself. "Notes from the Field" will afford GSI readers nearly real-time primary documentation of cases of genocide and the efforts of various actors to stop them or not, as the case may be. By publishing such interviews and other first-person accounts of the realities of genocide and the prospects (or lack thereof) of genocide prevention, we gain a deeper and more immediate understanding of the dynamics of ongoing cases of human destruction.
Since Totten's interview with Dr. Catena in January 2013, the situation in the Nuba Mountains has become even more dire. The aerial attack on the Mother of Mercy Hospital by Government of Sudan forces in early May 2014, noted in Totten's update, clearly shows that this ongoing, underreported, and largely not-responded-to violence continues to take a heavy toll. It is our hope that this interview will not only illuminate the dynamics of destruction at play in the Nuba case but that it will draw the muchneeded attention of scholars and policy makers to this unfolding case. (As of the writing of this editors' introduction, Totten has returned from another journey to the Nuba Mountains, a more dangerous prospect now than ever before, given the bombing of the hospital and the outbreak of conflict and atrocities in neighboring South Sudan.)
We close these opening remarks with a reflection on the nature of genocide scholarship and GSI's role in it. It is perhaps now a truism that engaging genocide even in an abstract, theoretical way affords none of the typical intellectual pleasures of scholarship, at a new insight into a controversial issue, an argument well made, or an opportunity to reflect on human creativity or progress. Often driven by inescapable ethical imperatives, genocide scholars give up those pleasures to confront the deepest horrors of humanity. What is left to us beyond bearing witness to these events is the chance to make a difference by supporting resolution of past genocides and stopping or preventing present and future cases. We hope that this issue of GSI offers at least this much to those attempting to understand, respond to, and stop genocide.
